Abstract: Whether we talk of Stanislavski's theatre of living, or Meyerhold's biomechanics (through which the eccentric actor can respond to the most unexpected emotional or physical requests), or Brecht's theatre of alienation of representation, or psychological theatre, which pays attention to the character's conduct, inspired by some of the discoveries of American behaviourists, in all these instances there is a certain common essential point, which, of course, is directly reached through nothing other than the false or truthful image of the contemporary man on the living stage. I believe that great achievements in acting are beyond the split between emotion and idea, or the illusory antagonism of conscious and unconscious, intelligence and sensitivity.
"I try to see in a man the gesture, that certain gesture which characterizes his emotional state.
It will lead me to the verb, which will then show me the movement, which in turn will reveal the psychology.
I always search for movement, so that my characters talk about themselves through the language of gestures." -L.N. Tolstoy
Whether we talk of Stanislavski's theatre of living, or Meyerhold's biomechanics (through which the eccentric actor can respond to the most unexpected emotional or physical requests), or Brecht's theatre of alienation of representation, or psychological theatre, which pays attention to the character's conduct, inspired by some of the discoveries of American  Professor, PhD, UNATC Bucharest behaviourists, in all these instances there is a certain common essential point, which, of course, is directly reached through nothing other than the false or truthful image of contemporary man on the living stage.
I believe that great achievements in acting are beyond the split between emotion and idea, or the illusory antagonism of conscious and unconscious, intelligence and sensitivity.
Stanislavski, nevertheless, was against the never-ending discussions that lead to a cloggy mind and an empty soul.
Without a doubt, many of these theories are extremely useful, but they are also probably subject to mystification.
Jouvet would say that "Theatre is for making, not discussing!" The actor dies without reaching perfection. He presents audiences with the result of his continuous searches, but as soon as this exploration reaches its goal, it becomes outdated, perishable… a memory.
In Lesson du théâtre, Eduardo de Filippo wrote: "Try to go on stage and keep the audience interested without uttering a single word. If after 30 seconds, or a minute, there is anyone who asks 'So what?', then you should change your profession."
He went on: "Judge and tell me what do you think of my work? When I was young, nobody ever told me 'You were good this evening.' Not once."
In his doctoral thesis, which I had the pleasure to supervise, Răzvan Vasilescu wrote the following: "I keep remembering that poor soul who wanted to find out the philosophy of life, for which purpose he went on a long journey, enduring thirst and hunger, drought and storms, until he finally reached a renowned wise man, whose refuge for meditation was on the rim of the world. Meeting him, our man asked 'What is the philosophy of life?' to which the wise man replied: 'Life is like chicken soup.' 'Did I come all this way for this, wise man? So that I'm told life is like chicken soup?' And the wise man said: 'Do you mean it isn't?' What can be stranger (and funnier, or sadder, if you may) about acting than this -Charlie Chaplin participated in a 'Charlot' imitating contest. A real contest, with a commission of specialists and lots of competitors. Apparently, it wasn't his day! He only came out the 13 th !... The celebrity and the staple Hollywood celebrity cult is what psychologists call "a herd behaviour", a sort of feverish state of collective madness. This exaltation is conceived and maintained by tenacious, profilespecific or commercial institutions, whose advertising strategies lead to uniformity.
Out of this mixture of loud-mouthed authority, marketing and hypocrisy, we can see a peculiar state spreading: the statute of lying, the acceptance of falsehoods in the name of profit, the blind faith in whatever is being advertised, the belief that all these phony representations are in fact true. This attitude of "believe and do not question" is also required for an added feeling of religious ceremony. What decidedly endorses this phenomenon is the presence of the Actor in the middle of this cocktail of feelings, emotions, madness and exaltation. Acting is a profession and an emotional state, a specific mentality and an individual destiny.
Isn't it strange that the Greeks did not have a celebrity cult, they who had invented both the cult of the heroes and the profession of tragedian?
It is true, the Greek actor didn't have a portrait, because he had no face. During his performaces, his face would be hidden by an impersonal mask. However, their Gods did have the qualities of celebrities. They were beloved for their qualities, their beauty, their courage, their power… Just like the actors'… The antic tragedian did nothing more than transmitting the message. He voiced the thoughts belonging to Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides, or Aristophanes. They were the ones the audience cheered.
Actor and celebrity are two different sides of the interpretative art.
The actor shines by playing a character whom he gives an image and a nature… and this is the starting point for a genuine selection of stars. Because of the standardization of repertoires, an actor can become a star, an icon to be adored by an audience devastated by the recognizable bits it is given.
The star only plays one part, just like the ancient gods were masters of very clear, fixed attributes.
When an actor truly heads toward art, he can sometimes cut the road to stardom himself. This happens because his equal skill in interpreting too many characters is confusing for the audience.
A performance that has a clear message, conveyed through limited expression, can only bring forth a sort of amusement that makes one forget the problems and restlessness of existence. Therefore, ENTERTAINMENT. This is what we truly mean when we say ENTERTAINMENTescapism. The etymology of ENTERTAINMENT comes from the Latin inter(within)-tenere(to hold), and it has come to mean a sort of constraint, realized through mystifying means.
Art promises EKSTASIS -"a highly intense emotional state that is characterized by the apparent interruption of contact with the outside world; a reduced control of oneself", which offers perspective and thought.
Entertainment causes the exact opposite of this, it denies perspective and thinking, it considers the audience a mass, a statistic with no identity.
It denies personal taste, sensitivity or intelligence. Therefore, art is directed toward the individual, entertainment toward a crowd, as large as possible.
Art is invention, entertainment is convention. In his dissertation, Răzvan Vasilescu also says that "Most of those who go there don't look for the pleasure of the mind, but for the intense emotions of the heart. (Tocqueville) In other words, events but rarely ideas, effects but rarely causes." Comparing life to a movie doesn't mean that life imitates art, as the saying goes, although there certainly is truth to be found in these words. It also doesn't mean that life has its own artistic devices and has therefore inversed the process -art imitates life -, although this also holds true (just look at the number of reality-inspired novels, movies and TV programs). It rather means that life has become art -it is hard to distinguish between the two. "The world doesn't exist so that it ends up in a book; when life is the medium -the books exist so that they end up in the world." (Mallarmé)
Turning life into a medium for entertainment couldn't have been successful if those who serve the movie of life, or life as movie hadn't discovered what the first producers had invented just in time: the audience needed something to identify with… thus, celebrities were invented… stardom… Politicians, lawyers, models, hair stylists, cyclists, intellectuals, businessmen, journalists, criminals, whoever appears -no matter how briefly -in the spotlight of the media, is set apart from the anonymous crowds and thrown to stardom. The only obligation and the only certainty is advertising. These celebrities -who, let's admit, are plenty and greatly required -are the main characters of the news, and the keepers of the values of the present.
We used to sit in a movie theatre dreaming of the stars' world. Now we live in a movie, dreaming of stardom.
In regard to this concept, it might just be the deepest dominant idea of the 20 th century, although nobody can say for sure when and where it appeared, except for the fact that it is rather recent.
Journalist Richard Schickell says that the term "celebrity" "was almost never used in writing, or in conversations, in any type of speech, whether more or less official. Most of the people you read or heard about were successful or famous. Those were the adjectives in use. The more traditional 'fame' was tied, no matter how loosely, to an ability, an achievement, or a function."
Celebrity seems far less preoccupied with this sort of things and, instead, it deals more with the way someone is perceived.
As Daniel Boorstin put it in his famous tautology: "A celebrity is a person who is known for his well-knowness, and that public recognition is the supreme realization of celebrity." The greater the recognition, the greater the celebrity.
As culture gives in to the tyranny of entertainment and life becomes a show, society grows into a carnival culture, which lacks values, where everything is on for sale, vulgarized, trivialized, and the hypocrite is deemed a winner, taking the place of the worthy.
It is a strange new world, this post-reality of ours. There are no more "-isms", there is only Entertainment, which has become the most powerful, penetrating, vital force of our time, so overwhelming that it has morphed into domineering life.
The new popular entertainment aims at fun, instant gratification, escaping moral education, and promoting consumerism as an ideal.
Art would require effort in order to be appreciated, an effort of the thinking mind. Entertainment "asks for nothing and gives everything in return." Umberto Eco stated that "we must go again to the starting point, asking each other what is going on?"
Ortega y Gasset stressed that "It is terribly true that the mediocre soul, the common mind, being aware of their mediocrity, have the nerve to claim their right to mediocrity and try to impose themselves wherever they can."
Entertainment plays upon a sure theme: the triumph of the senses over the mind, of emotion over reason, of chaos over order, of Dionysian abandonment over Apollonian harmony.
Entertainment overthrows reason and imposes the sensational, turning the intellectual minority into a category that must obey the anonymous majority.
Here lies the danger and the artists' biggest reason for despair. They know that, eventually, after all that entertainment has won, culture can be replaced by amusement.
In the society of the sensational, all art becomes its apotheosis. In The Image, Boorstin coins the term "pseudo-event" in order to describe Public-Relation invented events which are meant to garner media attention. Theatre and cinema first-nights, publishing events, press conferences, award ceremonies, demonstrations and hunger strikes (to name a few) wouldn't have existed unless someone needed advertisement and the media something to fill its pages, or its waves, preferably of the entertaining variety.
The result is that modern society doesn't witness media's reports on exactly what people do, but what they have done in order to gain public attention.
Since the Graffic Revolution, there have been many changes to how we think of the greatness of men.
Two centuries ago, when a great man appeared, people would look for God's plan for that man; nowadays, they look for his press agent.
In Heroes, Hero-Worship and the Heroic in History, Englishman Thomas Carlyle suggested that Napoleon was "our last great man."
This belief in the decline of greatness conveys the basic social fact that greatness is nothing other than fame.
We improve our means of producing the well-known. Filling our heads with more and more great names, in a world of artificial revelations.
Naturally, we don't like believing that our admiration is mostly drawn by a synthetic product. Human models are more vivid and convincing than explicit moral orders. We can actually create a celebrity, but we could never create a hero. In an almost forgotten way, all heroes are self-made.
Hero-worship and celebrity-worship must not be mistaken. However, we do it on a daily basis, and, in doing so, we draw closer to a world without real models. We are closer and closer to the decline of fame to notoriousness.
Our experiences tend to become increasingly more tautologicaluseless repetitions of the same indifferent images and words.
Perhaps, what really hurts isn't the vice, but the nothingness. Before the Graffic Revolution, it was a sign of great distinction for a man or a family to stay away from the "news". A lady would only appear in the papers three times -at her birth, her marriage and her death.
Nowadays, the families that represent society are synonymous to those that appear in the media. Celebrity is nothing more than one of our versions, sterile, but advertised.
By copying it, trying to dress like it and think like it, we only imitate ourselves. We don't like admitting that we are looking in a mirror. We look for models and only see our own image.
